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INTRODUCTION
There's an information explosion in progress in the world today with
100,000 or 200,000 or some such horrendous number of scientific journals
being published. And, of course, we are the "information society" with
over half of all our people functioning as "knowledge workers." No library
can possibly have all the materials that are needed by its patrons and
therefore we are meeting the crisis by forming networks in order to share
resources among each other. This allows us to meet the "real needs" of our
patrons who are crying out for an opportunity to access the materials that
they will need in a world of continual and accelerating change. This is the
stuff of which speeches are made these days and, in a sense, it's what I came
to talk about today. But I have a slightly different slant on these topics as a
public library practitioner and I suspect that the experience of many
persons in my audience will be much the same as mine.
There may in fact be 100,000 scientific periodicals in the world today,
probably more. But how many are in English and: "Are they indexed in
Reader's Guide?" The Bureau of the Census tells us that over half of all
persons are "knowledge workers." Walk down the street and look around
you. Does this statement make a great deal of sense? Is it your experience
that more than half of the people that you know or have dealings with are
"knowledge workers" in the sense that is implied? Did you know that this
includes all the employees of the telephone companies, all postal workers
and absolutely everyone in banking?1 It also includes all employees of the
University of Illinois. The janitorial staff in your libraries are knowledge
workers too. I sometimes get a little tired of people who shout, "Define
your terms!" but this seems very needed when we are speaking of "knowl-
edge workers" and what this implies for public libraries.
Earlier this year I debated a prominent librarian in Texas on the subject of
networking and it took her longer to get it all out but there are really only
four arguments for multitype networking-first, that no library can have
everything, second, that knowledge is now essential to nearly everyone in
their work, and third, that the wonders of technology are going to make all
this cooperation effective. Finally, it's also commonly assumed that the
citizenry are demanding equal access to all of these information riches. Not
one of these four supports for networking can stand the light of
investigation.
RESOURCE SHARING IN PERSPECTIVE
The problem with speeches versus written presentations is that it's so
much more difficult to deal with statistical evidence. But let me try. Illinois
is the nation's leader in multitype networking so let's examine your results
briefly. Some of you may know something about the North Suburban
Library System. In 1979 its public libraries had a circulation of 10.7
million and its multitype affiliate members contributed 89 loans that year.
The system had 14 academic libraries, 72 school libraries and 61 special
libraries. A great deal of coordinating and many meetings produced 89
loans." In the Starved Rock Library System, 13 out of every 100,000 public
library loans were of materials provided by the multitype affiliates-
admittedly better but nothing to excite the rational public librarian. That's
about 120-130 loans altogether. Most of these came from the community
college libraries and only 14 from the special libraries.3 The Suburban
Library System, another giant, received 0.9% of its interlibrary loans (ILLs)
from the multitype members in 1977-approximately 300 books alto-
gether.4 The Corn Belt Library System reported that in 1982, "a few items
were obtained" from the multitypes. 5 It's no different elsewhere. The
Pioneer Library System in New York State includes Rochester, Monroe
County and four smaller counties. Its total circulation is approximately 6
million and its multitypes were by far the most productive, contributing
1857 loans.6
Of the systems discussed here, the multitype members provided approxi-
mately 2500 loans. Their total public library circulation is in excess of 30
million. Even assuming that all of these loans went to public libraries and
that some were not exchanged through system auspices between the affil-
iate members, we are talking about approximately one loan in every 10,000
coming from these sources. I therefore read with amazement that the ten
states of Colorado, Indiana, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, North
Dakota, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Washington are putting all of their
federal library aid into the development of multitype networks.7
What about interlibrary loans as a total? If we should disregard this source
of resource sharing, what then is the picture like? I'm afraid that I have a
few more figures for you. The state of Texas has total public library
circulation of approximately 44 million and these libraries borrowed
127,392 books in 1981. That's slightly less than three-tenths of one percent
of circulation. 8 In California in 1979, total ILLs were 228,682 out of total
circulation of 111 million or two-tenths of one percent of circulation. 9 Our
own Herbert Goldhor has recently published statistics showing that the
average Illinois public library borrowed 737 items in 1981 which was
eight-tenths of one percent of the average circulation.10 In New Hampshire
for 1981, it was two-tenths of one percent" and six-tenths of one percent in
Maryland. 12 New York had ILLs of approximately three-tenths of one
percent of its 80 million public library circulation. 13 Indeed, Dr. Goldhor
has published national ILL figures for public libraries in 1974 showing
that they borrowed 3 million items and loaned nearly 2.5 million.' 4 He
adds these together and arrives at a figure of six-tenths of one percent of
circulation from this source. I won't go into the figures, but it is very clear
that public libraries tend to borrow from each other. Therefore this calcu-
lation is very much a case of double counting. It would be more accurate to
say that approximately four-tenths of one percent of the nation's public
library circulation results from resource-sharing activities.
So there you have it. From the figures that I have been able to locate, total
resource sharing in the United States is roughly four-tenths of one percent.
Of this figure, in the states where multitype networking is actively pro-
moted, something less than one percent of this small figure comes from the
school and special libraries. I said that it's difficult to present statistical
data in a speech so I'll leave it to you to work out the decimal places and the
number of zeros when one takes the product of four-tenths of one percent
and one percent. One further point needs to be made. Illinois and Mary-
land have relatively sophisticated ILL systems and they are definitely
higher than the national average. Texas is only beginning the process of
multitype networking. I think it's fair to estimate that Illinois would have
only about half of the present ILLs without the present great emphasis.
Turning this statement around, Illinois would probably have half as many
ILLs as it does at present if it hadn't spent a dime of its federal money on
networking. I wish very much that the state librarians had a library board
to which they had to report. It seems to me that they might run into a few
problems if they went before such groups and admitted that by spending
all their federal aid on multitype networking they had increased total
circulation by two-tenths of one percent. It is appropriate that this should
be the case.
Am I being terribly selfish? Am I against school librarians? The answer is,
no indeed. I trained as a school librarian right here and did my student
teaching in the Uni High Library. If I had any figures to offer (and I don't),
I would expect to find that the school and special librarians have not
benefited any more than the public librarians from this emphasis on
networking and resource sharing. As we shall see later, patrons of a library
are intolerant of any arrangement that does not allow them to browse the
shelves and gain immediate access to books.
INTRALIBRARY LOAN SURVEY
Thus far we have been talking about cooperative library systems for the
most part. Any library is free not to participate at all and those that have
joined the system are free to leave it. The question therefore arises about the
level of resource sharing within consolidated systems where a single direc-
tor has the authority to order the member agencies to do whatever might be
best for the system. These are typically the large city systems like Chicago
or the giant county libraries. Sometimes they are smaller cities with three
or four branches. Here all library agencies are a part of a single library and
we can speak of intralibrary loans rather than interlibrary loans. The
question is therefore whether resource sharing is any more effective in such
circumstances?
There were a good many indications in the library literature that resource
sharing was an uncommon occurrence in these systems as well and that
this had been the case for a great many years. But I nonetheless decided to
check on this further and in July I wrote to 141 public libraries with
branches in seven states. One hundred seven libraries responded and 60 had
the figures that I needed. Altogether these libraries had a circulation of 118
million or nearly 12% of the nation's total. Resource sharing among their
agencies amounted to slightly more than 1% of their total circulation and
this figure is distorted a great deal by two county libraries, one on the West
Coast and one on the East Coast, each having nearly 7 million circulation
of which 5 percent came from resource sharing. The other 58 libraries
having 103 million circulation derived only 0.67% of circulation from
resource sharing. Fourteen other libraries estimated that intralibrary loans
among their agencies amounted to slightly less than 1 percent. Even when
there is a unified authority structure with daily deliveries, etc. and all
citizens are eligible to borrow any book, such traffic is very small.
THE LARGER UNIT OF SERVICE
Many of you will hardly know what I'm talking about when I make
mention of "the larger unit of service" for the terminology has changed
over the years but this phrase probably brings back memories to some of the
older members of this audience, Illinois was a leader in this movement too.
Some will remember the high hopes that you had for the county library
legislation in Illinois. After that came the amendments that allowed for
contracting for services. I wonder if there is anyone that can remember the
excitement of the Port Byron-Moline contract of 1930? This was followed
by the district library legislation and the demonstration projects in the
1940s with state money and more such projects in the 1950s using LSA
funds. Does anyone remember how the Sidell District Library offered to
help other librarians interested in this legislation? Sidell considered itself a
pioneer in the movement toward the larger unit of service. For 46 years
from 1919 until 1965 Illinois librarians kept chasing the larger unit of
service with what results? The county library law of 1919 produced two
libraries, one in Putnam County and one in Warren County but neither
could be considered seriously for larger unit of service honors. The only use
of the contract law of 1929 was the before mentioned Port Byron-Moline
contract. For $55 per year, Moline agreed to provide Port Byron with the
loan of 120 books a year (but never more than 20 at a time) and also agreed
to allow residents of Port Byron, upon the recommendation of its librarian,
to use the Moline Public Library.' 5 Following the demonstrations under
the 1943 district library law involving multiple county areas, none actually
came to a vote. Marshall County did form a district library but then
disappointed everyone by voting itself out of existence before it even
opened. 16 Sidell, which generously volunteered to help others, commenced
operations in one room of the local town hall with shelving for 2000 books
and is still, I gather, a farily modest operation.17 In fact almost all of the
district libraries that were formed are among the smaller public libraries in
Illinois. But Illinois librarians learned their lessons over the years. The
problem with all previous efforts for the larger unit of service was that they
depended on local funding and therefore people had to be asked to vote for
them. They would never do so. In 1965 you got the State to pay the bill and
everyone joined up immediately-no voting this time, no sir.
I said that the "larger unit of service" might be an unfamiliar term but you
know it now as networking, systems and multitype networking. There is
no known case of such a unit being formed without state funding where
public libraries already exist. I give you this brief history of public library
development in Illinois to prove that your leadership in networking is not
the result of any groundswell of public demand. It resulted from the efforts
of an activist group within the Illinois Library Association cooperating
with the staff of the State Library Development Office. Our library school
played an active part as well. Years of failure taught this leadership group
the political skills required to push networking through the General
Assembly. Data presented earlier leads me to claim that having achieved
your larger units of service, now called systems and networking, you have
not after all gained very much. For some reason Illinois is pointed to as a
model for other states but it seems more appropriate to see Illinois as an
example of a concept that has failed. I wonder how many of the public
librarians in this audience would decide to pick up a share of the tab from
their own budgets for their system headquarters if state funding were to
cease? I suspect that none would do so. And I wonder as well how many of
you would care very much if the systems were to disband? That's more
problematic for there seems to be some sort of magic in the terms used to
describe the objectives of systems. I think I can tell you what the reaction of
your patrons would be-indifference. Few either know or care that there
are systems in Illinois so they can hardly be expected to care if they depart
the scene. The concept of the larger unit of service, under any terminology,
has been a very great failure and yet public librarianship has been escalat-
ing its support for this turkey rather than cutting its losses. I wonder why
this is so and I may speculate about this at the end of my discussion.
A PASSION FOR NONMANIPULABLE VARIABLES
There are at least two universal findings in public library use studies-the
latest study serving only to confirm the long line of earlier research. The
first is that the socioeconomic status (SES) of the population is one of the
major determinants of public library usage. What small variations that
exist tend to be whether the educational attainment component of SES is
more important than occupation or not. On occasion, someone will even
assert that income is the greatest factor. Since educational attainment
levels, occupation and income are all highly intercorrelated, however, the
niceties of the methodologies and the arguments about them do not really
need to concern the library practitioner. What needs to be recognized is that
the higher the status of the population, the more it will use the public
library and that this has been found to be true at all levels of
investigation-the nation, the state, the city-and also recognize that
nothing has changed this picture during the past 35 years. The next thing
to note is that the public library has absolutely no control over the socio-
economic status of the popluation that it serves.
Before I discuss the other universal finding, let's consider a few other
factors known to influence us. The business cycle is important with
prosperity being bad for circulation and recessions good. The experience
in Denmark, Norway and Holland during World War II all testify to the
positive influence of enemy occupation on circulation. If I were a good
researcher, I would limit this claim to occupation by Germans. There are
others but this should suffice. These factors are beyond our control. Those
that continue to study these factors are usually more interested in exhaust-
ing the variance than in providing useful findings.
The second universal finding is distance. The greater the distance of the
library from a person, the less likely he or she is to use its services. There
have been any number of these studies, some good, some poor and some
excellent. Most study the effect of distance upon users, a term that is
variously defined as being someone who darkens the door at least once
every two years, once a year, once a month, or whatever. The best of these
studies focus attention on the influence of distance on use rather than users
because this is really the important question. The two finest studies of
which I am aware are the influence of distance on use in the Philadelphia
branch system by Robert Coughlin published in 1972 and Frederick
Schlipf's doctoral dissertation on the northside Chicago branches based on
1968 data and completed in 1973.18
Distance isn't a simple factor for other things have an influence upon it.
Distance, for example, has a variable impact upon certain types of users. Its
effect is stronger on the young and on those with lower socioeconomic
status. The strength of the agency collections can extend the effective
service radius of a library in prosperous communities. But use of a library
declines with distance-and fairly rapidly at that-no matter what the
other factors are. Public librarianship has never found any strategy that
overcomes the influence of distance upon use.
Most studies would agree that the socioeconomic status of a community is
a more potent factor upon use than distance, but we can do nothing about
SES in the long run or the short run. We can do something about distance.
In fact the distance studies and our knowledge about the associated factors
appear to me to be the most important findings that we have in the library
literature. By paying attention to what we know in this regard, we can hope
to improve our services to the public. Nothing else that we have tried in the
past has made the slightest difference. And yet the direction of public
library service strategies is not toward such a solution. Instead I find that
we are uged to adopt the PLA Planning Process to discover the real needs of
the community. We are urged to downgrade our collections at the com-
munity level in favor of centralized resources that can then be shared as
needed by local libraries. Do you dispute this last statement? One only
needs to read the surveys of Lowell Martin over the past 40 years. From his
master's thesis at the Graduate Library School in 1940 through last year's
study of the San Francisco Public Library, Martin has consistently recom-
mended that branch library collections be composed of a juvenile literature
collection, an instructional and ready reference collection, and an adult
collection composed of perhaps as many as 200 titles on a score of topics of
local interest arranged by these interest categories. All other user needs will
be met by a second level of larger branches or the central library.
BRANCH LIBRARY THEORY
Please notice that the very existence of a branch library means that we are
dealing with the larger unit of service concept once again. Whenever the
larger unit of service enters the picture, we can be sure of at least one
thing-the service strategy involved depends upon the willingness of
potential users to either await delivery of remote materials held elsewhere
or to travel to larger agencies that have been established expressly to meet
this level of need.
Everything that I have said to this point has been leading up to the
following statement. Our present service strategy involving larger units of
service is completely wrong. In theory it may make sense to purchase only
high interest materials at the local level and depend upon resource sharing
for more specialized titles. In practice, however, this has been unacceptable
to our patrons. I have attempted to show in the early part of this paper that
resource sharing is typically something on the order of 1% of circulation
which is certainly convincing evidence to me that patrons are unwilling to
await delivery from remote locations. They wish to browse the shelves,
look at the books and choose from among what is available at the time of
their visit. The distance studies make it abundantly clear that the other
expectation of the larger unit theory is no more correct. People do not
travel to larger units when their needs for materials make this the logical
course of action. Schlipf and Coughlin have both shown that the great
majority of adults use only the library agency that is closest to their home.19
The most motivated will travel further only when they must. The least
motivated will not travel at all. Children do not travel beyond the local
library within one-half mile of their home. And yet we are assured that
networking, resource sharing, systems and multitype networking have as
one of their objectives equal access to materials wherever people may live
and whatever their socioeconomic condition may be. This expectation flies
in the face of every known study of library use by the poor and the
disadvantaged.
Whenever the networking enthusiasts are brought face-to-face with this
evidence, they fall back on the technological fix. The Public Library
Inquiry, for example, is more than 30 years old. We now have the OCLC
ILL subsystem. There are the wonders of Illinois' LCS system. Coopera-
tively owned automated circulation systems combined with online catal-
ogs will make not only the location of needed materials immediately
available, but also the status of each item will be known as well. This
bibliographical control coupled with telefacsimile physical delivery will
change the results in the future. Allow me to doubt it based on historical
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evidence. The most powerful argument against the technological fix is the
enormous circulation increases that occurred in public libraries as they
switched from closed collections to open shelf arrangements from about
1890 to 1920. One library put 10% of its collection on open shelves and
found that it accounted for 50% of circulation.20 Another decided to open its
collection during the summer when the use was less and the extra work
could be accommodated. 21 It had to continually reduce the hours of open
access because of the 50% increase in use. A third library experienced a 40%
increase in circulation in 17 months when it switched to open shelves. 22 We
know today that to close off any part of our collection is the kiss of death to
its use. People seldom ask for what they can't see. Catalog use studies make
it quite clear that browsing is the single greatest determinant of what will
be read and Goldhor's studies of display have led him to the same conclu-
sion.23 There is nothing on the technological horizon involving libraries
that will surpass the accessibility of a closed stack collection and therefore
it can safely be predicted that there will be no technological fix that will
make resource sharing acceptable to the great majority of the public library
patrons of this country.
Resource sharing is a public library turkey for certain. It is essential for the
faculties and advanced graduate students of research universities, but we
must not squander our public library resources on these schemes. The
proper direction to take is to again note the findings of the distance studies.
For example, the effective service radius of a library increases somewhat for
all but the poor when the size of the adult nonfiction book collection is
increased. 24 More importantly, there are indications in the literature that
the per capita circulation increases even more with collection size. Patrons
are stimulated to check out more books given wider choice. " Therefore
people have demonstrated their desire for more books.
Indeed, whenever we ask people what improvements they would like to see
in public library service, they most frequently say, "more books." 26 They
often say "longer hours" as well but when hours are cut, circulation does
not fall very much." When more books are provided, circulation increases.
They mean it when they say that they want more books. Given what we
know about user intransigence, the only effective direction for the future is
to place larger and larger collections within close proximity to the homes
of all the citizens. Branch library theory has for years stated that the branch
has a different role than the central library-that it should not be a smaller
copy of the central library-but that is clearly erroneous.28 The proper
model for the branch library is the stand-alone municipal agency that
builds collections as large as possible knowing that what it cannot provide
will not be available to its citizens. Incidently, studies in Toronto by Ralph
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Shaw and in Boston by Leonard Grundt have made it quite clear that
branch libraries in systems are greatly inferior to the municipal libraries
serving similar populations. The service outcomes of the branches were
inferior as well.
A MORE RATIONAL SERVICE STRATEGY
To many librarians, networking and resource sharing are desired because
they are thought to enhance professional status or because it's the "in"
thing to favor. These people don't matter. The more rational reason for
networking is that this is the only available choice. Public libraries are
experiencing financial difficulties at present (as always) and there is an
obvious tradeoff involved between the size and sophistication of the public
libraries that are provided and the number of such agencies that a large
political entity can afford. Back to distance. If the libraries are larger, then
they are fewer. And if they are fewer, then they must necessarily be further
away from people. Therefore we have the Lowell Martin type of solution
which is really only a compromise. I can quote Martin over and over
showing that he is aware of the adverse effects of distance and the beneficial
outcomes of larger collections." Martin's recommendations are based on
his belief that smaller branches serving as circulating collections are the
only answer if we are to have any chance at all. Many people will not travel
to the regionals but others will and that's the best that we can do.
Martin's compromise is unacceptable to many of us who insist on the
primacy of the self-educational role of the public library in a community
and who note further that the public library is not an agency of mass
communication. It alone serves the individual and his or her interests. We
feel that it is every bit as important to have a wide selection of books
available for browsing on Proust as it is to have them on cooking or
dieting. Because the public library serves the interests of individuals rather
than mass taste, it simply must have a large book collection. It can be safely
predicted that any title about Proust will have less circulations than the
diet book but that does not matter. Both are needed. It infuriates me to find
that some librarians evaluate their collection on the basis of "stock tur-
nover" figures. It also infuriates me that we decide upon the needed size of a
book collection in a neighborhood based on some combination of popula-
tion and circulation.31 This makes it certain that our disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods will have small collections that are probably unable to support
the paper assignments of even their high school students. We must accept
the fact that the affluent neighborhood will have more good readers than
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the poorer ones but we must stop thinking in such "macro" terms. There
are good readers in any community, simply less of them in poorer areas.
Because we have the role of serving individuals, we also have the responsi-
bility to provide good and large collections in these communities. This is
particularly true when we also know that these readers are less likely to
travel to other, larger libraries.
What, then, is the solution if one accepts, as I do, that great increases in
funding are not likely to occur?32 How can we have large collections in
close proximity to everyone without quantum jumps in expenditures? My
answer is that public library service has been seen as a tradeoff between
branch size and distance but the actual tradeoff possibilities are legion. We
must examine what else there is that can be cut in order to provide resources
for larger collections.
PROGRAMMING FOR ADULTS
I have earlier written about adult programming and the motives behind
it.33 Given the expense in staff time and particularly in the space require-
ments needed for good programming, and then considering the meagre
attendance at these affairs, I do not think that we should continue to
provide this service. I don't claim that it's useless, only that we have the
obligation to switch scarce resources from activities where they are less
useful to services known to have a higher potential to be valuable to the
community-i.e., adult nonfiction.
BUILDINGS
I believe that the single most important tradeoff that we can make is to
dispense with the present theory of library architecture. Let's begin with
the myth that they should be located in areas of high foot traffic and/or in
prime commercial locations. We have arrived at this theory because Joseph
Wheeler said that it was so. He didn't present any evidence that accounted
for other possible variables such as the size of the collection-he just
proclaimed it and we bought it. Yet decades later, it's generally accepted
that a well-sited public library agency must be in a prime commercial
location. The only real skepticism has arisen about the foot traffic part
with some librarians considering parking to be more important. It's clear
why Wheeler wanted high levels of foot traffic for he was also the greatest
believer in publicity of his day and particularly of the "department store
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window" concept. He had a specialized staff that made elaborate window
displays at his library and obviously was greatly concerned that they be
seen by as many people as possible. It should be noted that the Coughlin
study in Philadelphia specifically studied the impact of location near
commercial centers of schools and found no justification for the extra
expense.34
If we continue to insist that public library agencies be located in prime
locations, we have made a major tradeoff. A branch in such a location is
going to have to be smaller because of the price of the land. Furthermore we
know that distance from the residence is a factor. People use the closest
library to their home. It's of course possible that a commercial district
could be situated in the center of a residential concentration and therefore
that this might be the best location in rare situations, but even then access
by children may be curtailed at such sites. For years we have been told to
keep our libraries out of the parks and I can see no reason for such a dictum.
If the land in a park is cheaply available and if this location is in a prime
residential area, grab it. You will be closer to the departure point of persons
coming to the library and you will be able to construct a larger library that
can hold a bigger book collection. The only real drawback is that people
will not walk by and see what an inviting interior you have. There is,
however, no evidence indicating that this matters a tinker's damn.
I have made a study of public library construction from 1974 through to the
present. The average library is being built to house approximately four
books per square foot!35 Work it out yourself-there is no trick at all to
having 15 books per square foot in shelving areas. The problem is that we
have made another tradeoff and this time it's beauty instead of books. My
present library is a wonderful example of this. The old library with its
various additions was torn down as were eleven wonderful old houses to
make way for our present Greek temple complete with a two story pool
court and many other lovely features. But the new 46,000 sq. ft. building
has no greater book capacity than the former library that used to occupy
only the space now used for the front parking lot! This building wasted $2
million in 1968, which, according to the CPI, would translate into about $6
million today. The community now has a lovely library that costs three or
four times as much to maintain as the former building, that requires a
larger staff to operate it, and that is no more useful as a library than the
former building. I pray for a tornado every night-one of those twisters
that jumps over things and touches down every now and then. "Please
God," I say, "let it touch down on the Plainfield Public Libraryl Give us
the chance to start again!" I have developed a great liking for the Book of
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Acts because, page for page, it has about as many miracles as you can find
in the Bible.
Those of you that have taken a buildings course will doubtlessly remember
the importance placed on "flexibility." As far as possible, we are urged to
remember about change and that library service in the future will be
different than it is today. Therefore libraries should be built in such a
fashion that existing space can be used for one purpose this year and
another purpose the next. I recognize that I'm in the vicinity of Wilfrid
Lancaster and his predictions of the passing of the book but I wonder if he
intended his remarks for public libraries? He seems to be more involved
with library service to scientists. In any case, I look at the user studies for
many years in the past and find that people have continued to request more
books, not less of them. And I have noted with interest the many predic-
tions of the death of print. Over one hundred years ago we were told that
the phonograph combined with the telephone meant the end of newspaper
collections. A staff member or a hired service would convert the needed
material to voice recording and then it would be played over the telephone
to the person that needed it.36 This sounds very familiar to me. The
introduction of the bicycle in the 1880s was so very popular that it, too, was
seen as a threat. I have a collection of such predictions in a file called
"Menace to Libraries." And I have included Jesse Shera's comment about
the paperless library in this file. Shera said that he would believe in the
possibility of the paperless library when we achieved the paperless
bathroom.
I think that we should accept the existence of the book as the major service
factor in public libraries for at least the lifetime of buildings being con-
structed today. We should therefore forget about flexibility in the areas that
will be used for book shelving and design this part of the library for book
capacity. I am quite seriously interested in the old Snead company. A
two-tiered stack arrangement could hold 30 books per square ft. meaning
that 4000 sq. ft. of space could contain a collection of 120,000 volumes and
be less expensive to construct than a present one story space of the same
area-the shelving supports the roof. I would also sink the steel shelving
supports into concrete to be certain that no "innovative" successor of mine
would ever be able to change this portion of the building. To proclaim my
crime, I would flank the front entrance of my library with a pair of stone
lions.
I am a great fan of Ervin Gaines, director of the Cleveland Public Library,
but I do think that his latest pronouncement on buildings was incorrect.37
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Gaines has proclaimed the power of a beautiful building to increase its use,
but he presented only the evidence of Cleveland to support this. And
Cleveland didn't just beautify its branches, it pulled out all the old books
and replaced them with new ones and enlarged the book collections at the
same time. Pay attention to D'Elia's and Walsh's latest Library Quarterly
article instead." He was investigating user satisfaction with the public
library for the second time and he found that a beautiful building was the
greatest factor involved in high satisfaction. He also found out, again for
the second time, that this satisfaction made no difference at all to use of the
library. In subsequent correspondence with him, he was considerably
frustrated with this but it doesn't surprise me at all. Patrons also want
longer hours but they will use the library almost as much even if the hours
are shortened. What they insist upon is a wide choice among books on the
topic of their individual concern. I would therefore have the profession
cease to give building awards for the beauty of a building. We should cease
to have floating staircases, enormous atriums and scattered furniture that
resembles nothing so much as the ideal ski resort lounge.
OTHER POSSIBLE COMPROMISES
I'm a little reluctant to mention this one with Terry Weech as a panelist
but, after all, I have dared to discuss the importance of distance despite the
presence of Fred Schlipf. I'm getting a little concerned about the cost of
reference service and why we give it so much importance. I find that
Plainfield spends nearly 40% of its book budget for materials that are meant
for reference purposes only. We are certainly exceptional in this but I have
no choice as one of the smaller area libraries in New Jersey with various
State requirements for my funding. Furthermore, five of my eight profes-
sionals are in the reference department. This seems to be excessive when we
find that very few people-about 1% or 2%-think of the library as a place
for information rather than books.39 Even librarians don't use the library as
a major source of needed personal information as a study in Texas has
pointed out. And then, of course, only half of our information is correct. 4
Reference statistics are usually very impressive of course until one notices
that almost universally half of the questions are directional. And then we
find that approximately 90% of the remainder are ready reference ques-
tions.41 The tough ones calling for extensive professional training amount
to only 2% or 3% of total reference activity. New Jersey's most famous
public librarian and curmudgeon, Marvin Scilken, once proclaimed that,
"people read for information just as joggers run for transportation." He's
very nearly right. If I could get the State Library of New Jersey off my back,
I would be very willing to change the nature of this tradeoff.
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I would reduce hours of service as another tradeoff-reduce them to the
point where a single shift of employees is all that is required. My present
library is open 60 hours per week, down from 68 hours. It would be 40 if I
could afford to thumb my nose at the State Library. The patrons will adjust
to this schedule as they always have. We would be closed on Sunday and
Monday with late hours on Tuesday and Thursday. To accommodate the
students, the library would open Wednesday, Friday and Saturday at 10:00
A.M. and close at 6:00 P.M. This would save a great deal of money.
In a multi-agency system, I would also have a very different staff with fewer
people, more signage and fewer professionals. I would have no reference
professionals in the branches at all-probably no adult service profession-
als, in fact. A children's librarian would be in charge of my branches. The
bulk of the reference questions can be handled by the circulation staff since
they know where everything is as well as anyone else. Everyone would be
trained in the use of the World Almanac, the Statistical Abstract, and they
probably already know about the World Book. Remote delivery of books is
not acceptable to patrons but the remote provision of reference informa-
tion probably suffers from no such handicap. Is there anyone that still
believes in the "readers advisory" function in branch libraries?
CONCLUSION
The patrons of public libraries have set the constraints on effective ways to
improve our services. They have consistently rejected any attempt on our
part to reduce costs by sharing resources and they have always refused to go
further to higher quality library collections. The citizens of our communi-
ties will exclusively use the closest public library to their home or they will
use no library at all. Nor will they travel very far for such services. Good
library service must therefore be provided as close to them as possible and if
we are serious about our commitment to be an educational resource in the
community, we have no choice but to provide a great many large collec-
tions. This can only be done by jettisoning many of our existing holy cows.
Branch library service has been seen as a tradeoff between size and distance.
If this was the only option, then nothing could be done. But if we are
willing to closely examine what people say that they want and then prove
that they mean it by increasing their use of agencies that comply with their
wishes, we will increase the size of our adult nonfiction collections and
make whatever other tradeoffs that may be necessary to do this.
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Our present mix of services illustrates quite well the truth of an old
American folk saying: "It ain't ignorance that's dangerous, it's knowin' all
them things that ain't so."
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